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REMAItKS 

This is a fill! and timely response to the outstanding final Office Actioa mailed 
2006. Reconsideration and allowance of the application and presently 
claims are respectfully requested. 



Response to Rejection of Claims 12 and 24 Under 3^ u.s.C. § 112, Fir^t 



Claims 12 and 24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, First Paragraph for 
not providing an enabling disclosure. Jn particular, the Office Action 
questions how the specification fails to provide an enabletnent of the subject matter of 
12 and 24 regarding transfetring a location of data. Applicant respectfidly 

the rejection- 
Applicant notes that the specification describes one raibodimcait, among 
where a remote web server stores data in a file at a remote location, "in which 
a reference to the remote location may be populated into the body of the email 
Page 19 of Application, One of ordinary ddll in the art would tlierefore 
that a web browser or some other qjplication may retrieve the data being 
at the remote web server identified by the reference contained in the email 
sage. Therefore, Applicant respectfijUy submits that claims 12 and 24 comply 
the requirements of 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, First Paragraph, for at least these reasons. 
Accordin^y, Applicant teapectfidly requests withdrawal of the rejections. 
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Response to Rejection of Claims 1-11-1 3-23. and 25-41 Under 3S U S C. 



mm 



Claims Ml, 13-23, and 25-41 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § l()2(c) as 
beirjlg anticipated by Schwartz (U.S. Patent Application PubUcalion 2002/01991 14 Al). 
Api Ucant respectfully traverses the rejections. 

It is axiomatic that "[ajnticipation requires the disclosure in a single prior art 
rBfe|ence of each element of the claim under consideradon." Wi L, Gore A Associates, 
V. Garlock Inc., 721 F.2d 1540, 1554, 220 USPQ 303, 313 (Fed. Cir. 1983). 
The efore, every claimed feature of the claimed invention must be represented in the 
app) ed Tef&cmce to constitute a proper rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). 
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Jn the present case, not every feature of the claimed mvention is represented in 
thi Schwartz reference. AppHcant discusses tfae Schwartz reference and Applicant's 
clijfims in the following. 

a. Claim 1 

As provided in independent claini 1, Applicant claims: 

A method of transmitting data across a firewall, the method 
CQmprising: 

receiving a request to transmit data to a destinations- 
searching for a firewall associated with the destination, the 
firewall being configured to prohibit communication to the destination 
via a primary communication protocol and allow communication to the 
de$tination via a secondary communication protocol; 

if the firewall is detected^ automoHcaUy configuring the data 
for communication with the secondary communicaiion protocol; and 
transmitting the data to the destination by utilizing the 
secondary communication protocol, tvherein the request to transmit 
the data to the destination comprises a primary address of the 
destination related to the primary communication protocol and a 
secondary address of the destination related to the secondary 
communication protocol. 

(E^phads added). 

Applicant respectfidly submits that independent claim 1 is allowable for at 
the reason that Schwartz does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "receiving a 
to transmit data to a destination," •'searching for a iBrewall associated with the 
/' "if the firewall is detected, automatically configuring the data for 
with the sccondaiy communication protocol," and "wherein the 
to transmit the data to the destination comprises a primary address of the 
related to the primary communication protocol and a secondary address of 
destination related to the secondary communication protocol," as recited and 
emijjhafiized above. 

Rather. Schwartz discloses at most a system for configuring a device to 
through a firewall, where the device does not have user input capability, 
paras. 0024-0025. Accordingly, a "non-traditional" device in Schwartz tries to 
a connection on a particular port and if the connection is not successful, it tries 
port. See para. 0029. The non-traditional device does not appear to search 
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a firewall, however. For at least this reason. Schwartz fails to teach or suggest 
"s< arching for a firewall associated with the destinatiojti." 

Further, Schwartz does not appear to teach or suggest a primary protocol that is 
us id in the case where a firewall is not detected and a secondary protocol that is used 
in the case where a firewall is detected. In contrast, Schyvartz tries to establish a 
CO] inection using a first port regardless if a firewall is present. For whatever reason, if 
th« connection is not able to be established, then a second port is attempted to be used 
to sstablish a connection. In particular, Schwartz does not choose a protocol upon 
fin iing a firewall. Rather, it picks a port if a prior port does not work. For at least 
thi, 1 reason, Schwartz foils to teach or suggest "if the firewall is detected, autoniaticaUy 
coi figuring the data for communication with the secondary communication protocol," 
as 1 ecited in the claim. 

Schwartz also states that "if an address and/or port does not yield a successfiil 
cor nection, then the next time the device will select the most likely address and port 
50< , it may not include the unsuccessfiil port." See para. 0032. "It is to be undwstood 
tha select most likely address and port 506 is based iq>on a database of addresses and 
pot 5 and that this database changes." See paxa. 0032. Therefore, Sclmartz fails to 
teajh or suggest that a request to transmit data includes a primary address of tibie 
deslination that is used if a fibrewall is not detected and a secondary address of the 
des ination that is used if a firewall is detected, as described in the claim. Ra&er, 
Sch warts uses whatever port that tbe non-traditional device discerns is most likely to 
est^lish a connection- 

Lastly, the non-traditional device disclosed in Schwartz does not receive a 
reqi lest to transmit data, as desaribed in the claim. In contrast, Schwartz discloses that 
the tion-traditional device attempts to establish a cotmection and i^on establishing a 
coniection, the non-traditional device starts communication. As such, the non- 
Itional device does not receive a request fiiom another device to transmit data. 
For at least these reasons, Schwartz fails to anticipate claim I, and the 
rejelbtion of claim 1 should be withdrawn. 
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Because independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
claims 2 and 4-13 (which depend from independent claim 1) are allowable 
matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 2 and 4-13 contain 
steps and features of independent claim 1 . For at least this reason, the rejection 
iaims 2 and 4-13 should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowabiUty of 
2 and 4-13, these claims recite further features and/or combinations of features 
is apparent by examination of the claims th^selvea) that ai^ patentably distinct 
the cited art of record. Hence, there are other reasons why these dependent claims 
allowable. 

Accordingly, the rejections to these claims should be wiAdiawn. 



c. 



Claim 14 



As provided in indepetxdent claim 14, Apphcant claims: 

A system for rerouting the transmission of data to avoid a 
firewall, the sy$tem comprising: a transmission device configured to 
search for a firewan protecHng a desHnoHon^ the firewall being 
configured to prohibit communication to the destination via a primary 
communication protocol and allow communication to the destination 
via a secondary communication protocol, tiie transmission device is 
further configured to, upon detection of the firewaU, automatically 
configure the data for communication over the secondary 
communication protocol and transmit the data by utilizing the 
secondary communication protocol, wherein the transmission 
device is further configured to receive a request to transmit the data 
to the destination and the request comprises at least the following: a 
primary address and a secondary address of the destination, the 
primary address being related to the primary communication 
protocol and the secondary address being related to the secondary 
communication protocol and wherein the transmission device is 
further configured to, upon not detecting the firewall, transmit the 
data to the destination by utUizing the primary communication 
protocol. 



(Enphasi 



is added). 

Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 14 is allowable for at 
the reason that Schwartz does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least a 
mission device configured to "search for a fiiewaU protecting a destination," 
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detection of the firewall, automatically configure the data for commimication 
the secondary communication protocol and transmit the data by utiUzing the 
^|ondaxy communication protocol," and "wherein the transmission device is fiirther 
to receive a request to transmit the data to the destination and the request 
at least the following: a primary address and a secondary address of the 
the primary address being related to the primary communication protocol 
the secondary address being related to the secondary communication protocol and 
the transmission device is further configured to, upon not detecting the 
i, transmit the data to the destination by utili2ing the primary communication 
prcftocol," as recited and emphasized above. 

Rather, Schwartz discloses at most a system for configuring a device to 
through a firewall, where the device does not have user ii^ut capability, 
paras, 0024-0025. Accordingly, a "non-traditional" device in Schwartz tries to 
a connection on a particular port and if the connection is not successful, it tries 
port. See para. 0029. The non-traditional device does not appear to search 
a firewall, however. For at least this reason, Schwartz fails to teach or suggest 
;h[ing] for a firewall protecting a destination.'* 

Further, Schwartz does not appear to teach or suggest a primary protocol that is 
in the case where a firewall is not detected and a secondary protocol that is used 
|ie case where a firewall is detected. In contrast, Schwartz tries to establish a 
using a first port regardless if a firewall is present. For whatever reason, if 
connection is not able to be estabhshed. then a second port is attempted to be used 
c stablish a connection. In particular, Schwartz does not choose a protocol upon 
a firewall. Rather, it picks a port if a prior port does not work. For at least 
reason, Schwartz fails to teach or suggest "upon detection of the firewall, 
Ltically configure the data for* communication over the secondary 
protocol and transmit the data by utilizing the secondary 
con^lmunication protocol," as recited in the claim. 

Schwartz also states that "if an address and/or port does not yield a successfiil 
(, then the next time the device will select the most likely address and port 
it may not include the unsuccessfiil port" fe^ para. 0032. "It is to be understood 
^elect most likely address and port 506 is based upon a database of addresses and 
and that this database changes." See para. 0032. Therefore, Schwartz fails to 
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or suggest that a request to transmit data includes a primaiy address of the 
that is used if a firewall is not detected and a secondary address of the 
that is used if a firewall is detected, as described iti the claim. Rather, 
uses whatever port that the non-traditional device discerns is most likely to 

es^blish a connection. 

Lastly, the non-traditional device disclosed in Schwartz does not receive a 
t to transmit data, as described in the claim. In contrast, Schwartz discloses that 
non-txaditional device attempts to estabhsh a connection and upon establishing a 
1, the non-traditional device starts communication. As such, the non- 
device does not receive a request from another device to transmit data. 
For at least these reasons, Schwartz fails to anticipate claim 14. and the 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

d. Claims 17-28 

Because independent claim 14 is allowable over ttie cited art of record, 
dej endent claims 17-28 (which depend from independent claim 14) are allowable as a 
ma ter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 17-28 contain all the 
ele] aents and features of independent claim 14. For at least this reason, the rejection 
of (jlaims 17-28 should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of 
clai ns 17^28, these claims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as 
is a jparent by examination of the claims themselves) that are patentably distinct from 
cited art of record. Hence, there are other reasons why these dependent claims ai« 
allolvable. 

Accordingly, the rqections to these claims should be withdrawn. 

e. Claim 29 

As provided in independ^t claim 29, Applicant claims: 

A . transmission device configured to transmit data to a 
destination, the transmission device comprising: 

means for transmitting the data by utilizing a secondary 
communication protocol; 

means for searching for a firewall, the firewaU being 
configured to prohibit communication to the destination by a 
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primary communication protocol and aUow communication to the 
destination via the secondary communication protocol; 

means for automaUcaify conjuring the data for 
communtcatioH for the secondary communication protocol upon 
detecting the firewall; and 

means for receiving a request to transmit the data to the 
destination, wherein the request comprises at least the following: 

a primary address and a secondary address of the destination, 
the primary address being related to the primary communication 
protocol and the secondary address being related to the secondaty 
communication protocol. 

(E]|iphasis added). 

AppUcant respectfully submits that independent claim 29 is allowable for at 
lea It the reason that Schwartz does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "means for 
searching for a firewall, the firewall being configured to prohibit commumcation to 
the destination by a primary communication protocol and allow communication to the 
des inatirai via the secondary communication protocol," "means for automatically 
cor figuring the data for communication for the secondary commumcation ptt»tocol 
upc n detecting the firewall," and "means for receiving a request to transmit the data to 
destination, vsiierein the request comprises at least the following: a primary 
add ress and a secondary address of the destination, the primary address being related 
to t le primary communication protocol and the secondary address beiiig related to the 
sec indary communication protocol," as recited and emphasized above. 

Rather, Schwartz discloses at most a system for configuring a device to 
corilmunicate through a firewall, where the device does not have user iD«)ut capability. 
See paras. 0024-0025. Accordingly, a "non-traditional" device in Schwartz tries to 
opeji a connection on a particular port and if the connection is not successjRil, it tries 
her port. 5ce para. 0029. The non-traditional device does not appear to search 
1 firewaU, however. For at least this reason, Schwartz feils to teach or suggest 
"raems for searching for a firewall, the firewall being configured to prohibit 
con munication to the destination by a primary communication protocol and allow 
coir munication to the destination via the secondary communication protocol." 

Further, Schwartz does not appear to teach or suggest a primary protocol that is 
in the case whwe a firewaU is not detected and a secondary protocol that is used 
in t|e case where a firewaU is detected. In contrast, Schwartz tries to establish a 
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CO anection using a first port regardless if a firewall is present. For whateveri-eaaon, if 
th > comiection is not able to be established, then a second port is attempted to be uLd 
to establish a connection, hx particular, Schwartz does not choose a protocol upon 
fir ding a firewall. Rather, it picks a port if a prior port does not work. For at least 
5 reason, Schwartz fails to teach or suggest "means for automatically configuring 
data for communication for the secondary oommunioation protocol upon detecting 
firewall," as recited in the claim. 

Schwartz also states that "if an address and/or port does not yield a successful 
CO] section, then the next time the device will select the most likely address and port 
50i ;, it may not include the unsuccessfbl port." See para. 0032. "It is to be understood 
tha : select most likely address and port 506 is based upon a database of addresses and 
poits and that this database changes." See para. 0032. Therefore. Schwartz fails to 
tea ;h or suggest that a request to transmit data includes a primary addres.s of the 
des tination that is used if a firewall is not detected and a secondaiy address of the 
des ination that is used if a firewaU is detected, as described in the claim. Rather, 
Scf: warn uses whatever port that the non-traditional device discerns is most likely to 
est! blish a connection. 

Lastly, the non-traditional device disclosed in Schwartz does not leceiye a 
req »est to transmit data, as described in the claim. Jn contrast, Schwartz discloses that 
the non-traditional device attempts to estabUsh a connection and upon estabUshing a 
coniection, the non-traditional device starts conomunication. As such, the non- 
tra<|tional device does not receive a request from another device to transmit data. 

For at least these reasons, Schwartz fidls to anticipate claim 29, and the 
reje ;tion should be wididrawn. 

Because independent claim 29 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
deplndent claims 30 and 33-34 (which depend from independent claim 29) ai« 
aUo vable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 30 and 
33-- 4 contain aU the elements and features of independent claim 29. For at least this 
reasjm, the rqection of claims 30 and 33-34 should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of 
is 30 and 33-34, these claims recite fiirther features and/or combinations of 
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(as is apparent by examination of the claims themselves) that ai-e patent^ly 
cii|tinct from the cited art of record. Hence, there are other reasons why these 
dependent claims are allowable. 

Accordingly, the rejections to these claims should be withdrawn. 
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Claim 35 



As provided in independent claim 35, Applicant claims: 

. A data transmission program stored on a computer-readable 

medium, the transmission program comprising: 

logic configured to facilitate the transmission of data by 
utilizing a secondary communication protocol; 

logic configured to search for afirewaU, wherein the firewaU 
IS configured to prohibit communication to a recipient device via a 
primary communication protocol and allow communication via the 
secondary communication protocol; and 

logic configured to automatically configure communication 
for the secondary communication protocol upon detecting the 
firewall; and 

logic configured to receive a request to transmit the data to 
the recipient device, the request comprising of at least the following: 
a primary address and a secondary address of the recipient device, 
the primary address being related to the primary communication 
protocol and the secondary address being related to the secondary 
communication protocol. 

(En|phasis added). 

Applicant respectfuUy submits that independent claim 35 is allowable for at 
the reason that Schwartz does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least ''logic 
to search for a firewall, wherein the firewall is configured to prohibit 
to a recipient device via a primary communication protocol and allow 
via the secondary communication protocol," "logic configured to 
configure communication for the secondary communication protocol 
detecting the firewall," and "logic configured to receive a request to transmit the 
the recipient device, the request comprising of at least the following: a primary 
and a secondary address of the recipient device, the primary address being 
to the primary communication protocol and the secondary address being 
fed to the secondary communication protocol," as recited and emphasized above. 
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Rather, Schwartz discloses at most a system for configuring a device to 
co|nmuiiicate through a firewaU. where the device does not have user input capabiUty. 
^•e' paras. 0024-0025. Accordingly, a "non-traditional" device in Scfmariz fries to 
op m a connection on a particular port and if the connection is not successful, it tries 
another port. -See para. 0029. The non-traditional device does not ^ear to seaich 
fot a firewall, however. For at least this reason, Schwartz fails to teach or suggest 
"losic configured to search for a firewall, wherein the fijrewall is configured to 
pre hibit conununication to a recipient device via a primary communication protocol 
anc allow communication via the secondary communication protocol." 

Further, Schwartz does not appear to teach or suggest a primary protocol that is 
use i in the case where a firewall is not detected and a secondary protocol that is used 
in he case where a firewall is detected. In contrast. Schwartz tries to estabUsh a 
cor nection using a first port regardless if a firewall is present. For whatever reason, if 
the connection is not able to be established, then a second port is attemptetl to be used 
to ( stablish a connection. In particular, Schwartz does not choose a protocol upon 
fin( ing a firewall. Rather, it picks a port if a prior port does not work. For at least 
this reason, Schwartz fails to teach or suggest "logic configured to automatically 
con Exgure communication for the secondary communication protocol upon detecting 
the Srewall," as recited in the claim. 

Schwartz also states that "if an address and/or port does not yield a successflil 
conjiection, then the next time the device will select the most likely address and port 
it may not include the unsuccessfiil port." See para. 0032; "It is to be understood 
select most likely address and port 506 is based upon a database of addresses and 
poris and that this database changes." See para. 0032. Therefore, Schwartz feils to 
teac 1 or suggest that a request to O^mit data includes a primary address of the 
desi nation that is used if a firewall is not detected and a secondary address of the 
dest nation tiiat is used if a firewaU is detected, as described in the claim. Rather, 
Sch mrtz uses whatever port that the non-traditional device discerns is most likely to 
esta >lish a cotmection. 

Lastiy, the non-tiaditional device disclosed in Schwartz does not receive a 
requ m to transmit data, as described in the claim. In contrast, Schwartz discloses that 
the jion-traditional device attempts to establish a connection and upon establishing a 
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1, the non-traditional device starts commimication- As such, the non- 
lal device does not receive a request from another device to transmit diUa. 
For at least these reasons, Schyvartz fails to anticipate claim 35. and the 
rej f ctiqn should be withdrawn. 

^ Claims .^7 atifl ^O-dt 

Because independent claim 35 is allowable over the cited art of record, 
de^ndent claims 37 and 39-41 (which depend from independent claim 35) ari 
allc wable as a matter of law for at least the reason that the dependent claims 37 and 
■ H contain all the features of independent claim 35. For at least this reason, the 
reje ction of claims 37 and 39-41 should be withdrawn. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of 
clai ns 37 and 39-41, these claims recite further features and/or combinations of 
feat ires (as is parent by esxaminaHon of the claitns themselves) that are patentably 
distnct fiom the cited art of record. Hence, there ate other reasons why these 
d^i aident claims are allowable. 

Accordingly, the rejections to these claims ^ould be wifhdiHwn. 
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CONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth 
Applicant respectfully submits that all objections and/or rejections have been 
1, rendered moot, and/or accommodated, and that the pending claims are in 
for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the present 
ication and all pending claims are hereby courteously requested. If, in the opinion 
le Examiner, a telephonic conference would expedite the examination of this matter, 
is invited to call the undersigned agent at (770) 933-9500. 

Respectfully submitted, 




Cbarles W. Grii 
Reg. No. 47,283 
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